Held at the Merseyside Maritime Museum on 13 October 2015, this conference brought together recent research, policy, and practice to discuss the latest developments in challenging hate crime. Organized by the International Criminological Research Unit (ICRU) at the University of Liverpool, in partnership with Merseyside Police and Moving On with Life and Learning (MOWLL), the importance of "partnership" echoed throughout the day. The transdisciplinary nature of the conference invited speakers from a range of fields to explore the impact of hate crime for the communities too often placed at the centre of victimology. The wide range of speakers included activists, academics, and practitioners representing disability, race, religion, sexual orientation, and gender identity. While recognizing the unique cases of hate crime for these different communities, the idea of collaboration was central to developing future debates that could continue to challenge all aspects of hate crime.
Introducing the day's keynotes, Professor David Ormerod employed a political interpretation of hate crime. In relation to the project assigned to the Law of Commissions by the Ministry of Justice, he provided a brief outline of the Commissions response for the development of hate crime legislation. The primary concern underpinning this project was the need to extend the categories of "aggravated offences" and "stirring up hatred" so that they applied to all five protected characteristics. In a politically informed exploration of the conceptual tensions underpinning hate crime legislation, Professor Ormerod concluded by giving the final recommendation of the Commission not to extend the current offences. Although justified on the basis that such offences lacked relevance to the forms of hate crime most often experienced by both lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT), and disabled communities, this conclusion generated a varied response among the academics, activists, and professionals in the room. While I recognized the political complexity that legislative change entails, this conclusion left me pondering the political "misinterpretation" of a human rights agenda that continued a system of legislative discrepancy. Moreover, I could not help feeling pessimistic about the political developments aiming to challenge hate crime. If disabled and LGBT communities are not given equal status and protection in legislation, I wonder how they might gain this in a society that has historically nurtured a rejection of difference.
Centred on a "public health" approach to the problem of hate crime, Professor Paul Iganski invited us to move away from the criminological focus of "reporting" crime toward a global perspective on both the spatial and psycho-social consequences. The psycho-social approach extended my own interpretation of victimization, and led me to focus not only on the instant physical and emotional effects of hate crime but also on those of post-traumatic stress, identity, and visibility. Perhaps of greater impact, however, Professor Iganski reaffirmed the spatial impact of hate crime, such as the sense of "locational imprisonment," whereby many communities feel restricted and have to avoid certain areas that threaten their identity. The unsettling severity of a "global problem" questions the cultural and social conditions in which hate crime is nested, probing the need for preventative measures on both individual and community levels. Professor Iganski's attempt to move toward a public health approach therefore encouraged a model of resistance and prevention predicated upon a communitive challenge to hate crime.
These keynotes introduced the conference to hate crime in relation to race, religion, gender identity, and sexual orientation. However, my main reflections here are on the work of Professor Alan Roulstone regarding disablist hate crime.1 Professor Roulstone introduced the conference to many of the issues faced when challenging disablist hate crime. Drawing on his own research, he brought to light the malleable category of disability as one that becomes distorted to fit policy imperatives in a climate of financial crisis (Roulstone) . Particularly, he illustrated how the construct of the disabled person as a "scrounger" is perpetuated within culture via media representation. Titled "My New Year's Resolution for 2012 Was to Become Disabled," Ron Liddle's newspaper article demonstrates the perplexing lens used within a neoliberal culture to question the validity of disability. Naming this subjection "jeopardized spaces," Professor Roulstone identified the powerful influence of culture towards enforcing a derogative epistemology of disability that is socially accepted as accurate.
Such a space heightens the vulnerability of disabled people to hostility and stigmatization.
In light of this argument, I thought back to the legislative category "stirring up offences." Although during his keynote Professor Ormerod had suggested this category lacked relevance to disablist hate crime, I respectfully disagreed. The newspaper article is an explicit example of "stirring up hatred," whereby a derogatively fraudulent image is reinforced to ignite a societal feeling of hostility and anger towards disabled people. It is also necessary to note that while Professor Roulstone offered just one example, derogative expressions of disability are dominant within the media (Briant, Watson, and Philo; Garthwaite) . Therefore, as Professor Roulstone suggested, we must challenge the macro-level of demonization that is explicit within cultural representations of disability if we are to confront disablist hate crime.
Professor Roulstone also highlighted the difficulty faced when prosecuting the perpetrators of disability hate crime. With reference to a few examples, he showed that despite the unsettling and sickening nature of these crimes, few people are prosecuted under the realm of hostility. Indeed, crime is often thought to occur in light of the disabled person's "vulnerability," "risk," or "need," which depletes their access to a rights-based approach of justice. He critiqued the maternal system of help and protection that is adopted by the criminal justice system, suggesting that it is more important to obtain a rightsbased approach that invites the victim to become an active agent. Within this system, disabled people gain rights to advocate their own protection and ultimately justice. Similarly, he pointed to how the implicit construct of "hate" and "vulnerability" as opposites alludes to an assumption that the two cannot co-exist in the motivational repertoire of hate-crime offenders.
Limited by a short amount of allocated time, Professor Roulstone nonetheless began to uncover the complex challenge ahead when confronting disablist hate crime. Particularly, he exposed the potently derogative misconceptions that consume cultural constructs of disabled people. Directed towards a similarly discursive tone, he also invited the conference to question the conceptual barriers manifested within disablist hate crime legislation in the form of the terminological confusion of "vulnerability" and "hostility."
Following Professor Roulstone, Heidi Kenworthy brought to the conference a practice-based perspective of disablist hate crime. Drawing on the lived experiences of some of the disabled people involved with the organization MOWLL, she presented several of the issues faced by disabled people within the current climate of austerity. She demonstrated a degree of disgust towards the image of "pity" and "dependence" that alludes to an assumption that disabled people cannot and do not economically contribute to society. However, she also pointed out how disabled people are reduced to an improper notion of inability-even when obtaining employment. With reference to the 2014 Welfare Reform Minister Lord Freud, who infamously claimed that some disabled people were "not worth" the national minimum wage, Ms Kenworthy made explicit the subjugating attitudes that continue to impede access to employment. In response to this short but emotively powerful speech, I realized the damaging stereotypes embedded within cultural attitudes to disability. This response heightened my own urgency to challenge the misconceptions of "dis/ability" that contribute to a process of "Othering."
As I boarded my train, following the conference, my thoughts were twofold. All involved in the conference embraced a vision of partnership that could continue to drive the many developments towards challenging hate crime. I concluded that such commitment from a diverse range of organizations, individuals, and policymakers ought to be celebrated. However, the day also chimed with a long-standing story of exclusion, discrimination, and prejudice. I had Professor Iganski's "public health" approach at the forefront of my thoughts. Although the fields of criminology and victimology offer a useful framework when challenging hate crime, a "public health approach" seeks to challenge the culturally enforced "problem." This approach, I believe, has the potential to confront the culturally nurtured attitudes that perpetuate the "Otherness" of disability.
